Bection &.4.4, In Sitn Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: The text states that while differences in the in sifu gamma spectroscopy results
were not identified and that all in situ gamma spectroscopy measurement results are

S : ; " i Commented [A1]: Docs the: statement that no differences were

comparable; however, the criteria used to determine there were no differences in the results are /1 dentified refer to differences between SUs? [ 50 and SUS differ,
N 7 . . e St dd , - / Phow st determined ifthe difference fs significant? And whatare

not d1scus>ed, For example,Atfhe text (}oes notAs‘tate grangtl:isdot sgatlc measurements in total /L seguionoes i the diffitance s denifiane?

counts per minute (cpm), ori valpeb or spcglf1c radionuclides between survey units were | [ Commented [ASRIT: 5 Toe matemment sopeses 1o et o

compared. Please revise this section to provide a more detailed discussion that explains how /' /] ditferences between background end SU measuremens but it i not

the data were evaluated and what criteria were used as the basis for the conclusion that all in /7 | cleartbs s the case. Tt i not olew how 1 would be relevant o

b vompare SU results with gach other, givenithat the physical
situ gamma measurement results were Lomparable\

confipurations were different (¢ g - s0me measurements were taken
\ onhorizontal surfaces, some were collected vertical surfaces, and
somewere collected within tectangular holes for impellers:

Bection &.4.4, In Sitn Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review
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Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: This section states, “No sensitivity calculations were performed beyond the ability
to identify peaks within the regions of interest. This process was sensitive enough to
accomplish the survey objectives;” however, the text does not state what criteria were used to
determine that the process was sensitive enough to accomplish the survey objectives, or to
what survey objectives this statement is referring. For example, if the survey objective was to
identify potential discreet radiological sources such as historical deck markers, then this section
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- Figars 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18
includes two summary data insets, one for concrete and one for gamma scans of metal surfaces,
but the figure does not specify if the Z-score exceedances (colored dots) depicted on this figure
were from the concrete or the metal matrix. It is noted that the highest result reported at

13,940 cpm, which is color coded orange to denote a Z-Score above 3, is identified as being
from the scanning of the metal surfaces but it is unclear if all z-score exceedances depicted in
this figure are from the gamma scanning of the metal, concrete, or both. Please revise the

ﬁgurc to clarify if the color coded gamma scanning results are from the concrete scans or metal
scans,

- Figars 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18
depicts a Z-Score exceedance on metal of 10.5, which significantly exceeds the Z-score trigger
of three for additional investigation; therefore, an explanation for this large exceedance should

be provided. For example, Section 6.1.1.3 (Survey Unit 3) should discuss why such a large

deviation in the Z-score was obtained at this location and whether follow-up gamma static
measurements and/or gross alpha/beta measurements also indicated elevated radioactivity.
Please revise the Report to address the potential reasons behind the elevated gamma scan result |/
and what alpha/beta scans and statics or a follow-up gamma static measurement indicated
about the level and types of radioactivity present at this ilocation\.

- Appendix I}, Reference Background Area Data: Appendix D does not include background
data for gamma scanning surveys for concrete or metal or background data for the Canberra
InSpector 1000 static measurements for concrete and metal. Please revise the Report to
include background data for gamma scans using the Ludlum Model 44-20 3-inch by 3-inch Nal
gamma scintillation detector and the RS-700. In addition, please revise the Report to include a
list of the background data for the InSpector 1000 used for the static kneasurement
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